values are incommunicable and subject to the charge of relativism. In the first two parts of this article we will look into the status of scientific method. Rebutting Kuhn's charge of methodological and axiological relativism will require a lengthy detour through post-Kuhnian developments in the philosophy of science. Having secured social-science method, we will turn to recent developments in the psychology of religion to identify Lindbeck's "fidèles." Only then, in our third part, will we be able to raise the central questions in the debate between Yale and Chicago: Do the social sciences play only an ancillary role in doctrinal infallibility and development, or are they equal partners with theology? Whether ancillary or egalitarian, what is the nature of the role of the social sciences? As a test case we will take the doctrine of neighborly love, since this fundamental doctrine is common to all Christian denominations.
DOCTRINES AND KUHN'S PARADIGMS
Lindbeck's original and constructive solution appeals to Kuhn's concept of paradigms in the philosophy of science. On the basis of historical studies of scientific revolutions, Kuhn challenged the accepted view of science as cumulative and convergent. In an attempt to make sense of the broad range, variety, and persistence of scientific disagreement he argued that rival scientific theories arise in distinct, innovative paradigms based on radically shifting configurations of specific beliefs, values, goals, and methods. 13 Paradigms such as the Ptolemaic and Copernican astronomical theories cannot be fully translated. The difference of one paradigm in relation to a competing one is such that communication fails with respect to the substance of their theories and the standards appropriate for their appraisal.
14 The data to support a theory, he considered, along with Wittgenstein and others before him, 15 was frequently underdetermined and evaluative methods too ambiguous. 16 So deep-rooted are the divergences and incommensurabilities between scientific theories, that there remains no common foundation upon which to build a new consensus. Yet ironically for Kuhn such a consensus constitutes normal science. This self-reinforcing character of paradigms makes a revolution or the formation of a new consensus equally unlikely and unintelligible.
Lindbeck uses Kuhn's description of normal science to illumine the role of doctrines in churches. The "fidèles," like scientists, operate out of a faith paradigm that regulates their worldview in such a way that a "consensus ecclesiae" results. Doctrines articulate their consensus within the faith paradigm but have no extraecclesial referent which would be a more generalized understanding of human existence. For Kuhn as well as for Lindbeck communication between those within and those outside the paradigm can only lead to category mistakes.
Kuhn's self-enclosed worlds of discourse have not fared well with the "new wave philosophers of science."
17 They have begun the process of rehabilitating scientific rationality with its theories, methods, and concomitant beliefs and values. The most prominent among them is Larry Laudan. 18 He offers the most progressive of the postpositivist and postKuhnian defenses of scientific rational progress. In the process he redescribes the operation of scientific research in a way that seriously puts in question Lindbeck's use of Kuhnian paradigm theory for doctrines.
Laudan agrees with Kuhn when he says that methodological rules underdetermine theory choice. But he does not agree with the conclusion that such rules are generally or invariably insufficient to choose between rivals.
19 One theory may be better supported by the evidence than the others: "theory choice takes place in a comparative context." 20 It alone is acceptable even though it, along with the others, is strictly underdetermined. 21 This, Laudan's first contribution, can explain simultaneously the growth of a consensus and enduring disagreement.
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Laudan takes the same approach to method. He concedes that methods, as the means to realize scientific values and goals, are underdetermined. Specific methods are probably not the only route or the best of all possible ways to such familiar cognitive goals as truth, coherence, simplicity, empirical accuracy, and predictive fertility, but they are the best among those available. We make this judgment in terms of their capacity to promote certain cognitive values better than their rivals that are under active consideration. Moreover, methodology is refined not simply in terms of our goals but in terms of our beliefs about how the world works. For example, randomization or double-blind experiments were introduced not as a result of a prior reflection on cognitive aims but because experience of the world showed how certain goals could be achieved.
From examples such as these and the comparative historical study of methods as means to scientific ends, Laudan concludes that methodology and epistemology should be conceived of as empirical disciplines. Methodological norms and rules assert empirically testable relations between ends and means. Such epistemic norms can be expressed only as conditional imperatives, conditional to a given set of aims. As normative linkages between cognitive ends and means they constitute scientific rationality.
23 Just as, for example, theoretical physics makes extensive use of techniques of conceptual analysis as well as empirical results, so "the theory of methodology can be and should be as empirical as the natural sciences whose results it draws on." 24 We can find out empirically which methods utilized in the past have promoted our cognitive ends and which have not.
Laudan has recast methodological rules as contingent statements between ends and means which are to be tested empirically. But choosing between rival families of methodological rules by these empirical means requires that we take for granted the prior establishment of some other methodological rule which will tell us how to test the former, and so on. Laudan proposes to block this infinite regress by applying a rudimentary principle of successful action to methodological rules. The principle states that if certain actions have consistently promoted certain cognitive ends in the past and rival actions have failed to do so, then in the future we should use the successful actions for these ends. The claims of philosophy are to be adjudicated in the same ways as science, common sense, and the law. He shows that this principle is uncontroversial for all major theories of scientific methodology. In sum, the only important metamethodological question is this: "Given any proposed methodological rule ... do we have-or can we find-evidence that the means proposed in the rule promotes its associated cognitive end better than its extant rivals?" 25 the stark choice of either throwing over or hanging on to what they know best. As the history of science confirms, they have, instead, the choice of modifying one core element while retaining the others, and so of improving their position. 43 Kuhn's wholesale model of change is plausible only because we mistakenly telescope a number of gradual changes of level into what, at our distance, appears as an abrupt, monumental shift.
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Where does this leave Lindbeck's comparison of doctrines in the ecclesial confession with Kuhn's hermetically sealed paradigms? Laudan has broken the seal. Laudan's network model permits one to judge the relative, progressive rationality of competing paradigms with their conflicting beliefs, values, goals, and methods. Processes of mutual adjustment, justification, and comparison help to resolve Kuhn's persistent problems with translatability, underdetermination, ambiguity of evaluative methods and axiological conflicts. In other words, rational scientific progress is possible. The theories, methods, and goals of different paradigms are subject to common empirical validational processes. There are good grounds for believing that the sciences can offer us reasonable, progressive theories, and that members of different paradigms can communicate. We believe that this applies to doctrines as well. If scientific paradigms can be critically examined in terms of rational progress, Lindbeck can no longer argue by extension that the doctrinal paradigms of ecclesial communities are impervious to external comparative judgments of progressive rationality. Moreover, doctrines are not immune to empirical research and can be shown to apply beyond the ecclesial confines. But if doctrines turn out to say more than the literal meaning of the Scriptures and to have a meaning beyond the inner, confessional, ecclesial context, it will also mean that the confessional thesis loses its validity.
EMPIRICAL RESEARCH AND THE "CONSENSUS FIDELIUM"
This does not mean that we must abandon Lindbeck's well-received proposal for establishing ecclesiastically normative doctrines along with confessionalism. Rather we will argue that his rule theory can be decisively strengthened by recourse to the social sciences as understood by Laudan. Lindbeck has given some criteria for judging what is doctrinally reasonable. His constructive thesis shows how we are to decide what will count as doctrinally reasonable: "Credibility comes from good performance, not adherence to independently formulated criteria." 45 a partial empirical ground for deciding doctrinal development. The task of ascertaining which of the changing forms is faithful to the "putatively abiding substance" is the job of the "consensus fidelium," or the "consensus ecclesiae." Those who constitute this body and whose consensus counts are those "who have effectively interiorized a religion."
46 With this claim Lindbeck indicates how his rule theory functions in the search for infallible doctrines. He proposes to test the language and practices of competent practitioners of a religion in a manner similar to the testing of grammatical formulations of competent speakers of a language by contemporary ordinary-language philosophers. But how does one identify comparable competent practitioners given Christianity's denominational differences?
Lindbeck's solution is to suggest that an investigator draw a "sample" from as ecumenical a consensus as possible. 47 Tradition, magisterial pronouncements, and canonical writings provide the generally accepted instances of genuinely Christian speech. These criteria delimit the mainstream of Christian communities from which to draw a sample of competent practitioners.
However, membership in a mainstream community does not guarantee competence. According to Lindbeck, most Christians speak their own official tongue very poorly. 48 He turns, therefore, to the cultural linguistic model to look for "empirically recognizable," "objective tests" of competency. 49 Like competent natural-language users, competent religious practitioners are those who are not tied to fixed formulas but can discriminate between innovative uses and address unprecedented situations. They have interiorized the grammar of their religion. Therefore, they are reliable judges of the acceptability of the consequences of doctrinal formulations in ordinary religious life and language. Even though doctrinal formulations themselves may be too technical for them to understand, they can judge the acceptability in life of the consequences of these formulations. ties. 53 Polling techniques are regularly used to discover, within specified margins of error, the consensus of Christians and their denominations on doctrinal and moral questions. However, since the competent and incompetent believers are indiscriminately mingled, Lindbeck's lack of empirical resources leaves his theory prey to the uninspired and unreflective prejudice that he found in relativism and literalism. 54 Our solution to the identity of the "fidèles" is to turn to the psychology of religion. What we intend to show is that the psychology of religion has the resources to identify (in terms of Laudan's network model) the "fidèles" from whom a representative sample might be drawn. In this way an empirically grounded "consensus" could be reached on particular doctrinal or moral issues. The methodological rules in the empirical psychology of religion are sufficiently clear and unambiguous that scientists can decide which theories fail to satisfy them and which among them explain better the facts of the matter. Academic psychology, of which the psychology of religion is a division, stipulates that the only legitimate entities about which theories can be postulated are publicly and directly observable data. This commitment admits only empirical methods and favors research design. 55 There is no place among these shared, sufficiently determinate, collective criteria for Kuhn's supplemental individual and subjective criteria. 56 Laudan's network model is alive and well in the psychology of religion.
To identify Lindbeck's "fidèles" we will use a research program from psychology of religion-currently its most progressive-which has been developed over a period of forty years. 57 This research program grew out of the disturbing finding that, despite the centrality of neighborly love to Christianity, Christian religion is associated with increased intolerance, prejudice, and bigotry. 58 As the theory advanced it was found that, if church membership was broken down into active versus casual church attendance, the casual group exceeded both the active group and nonreligious people in prejudice.
This finding led Allport to hypothesize that there are two ways of expressing one's faith: instrument in the form of a 16-item "Likert" scale, which can be easily administered and scored. As a result the "extrinsic-intrinsic" scale can identify the personal and religious orientation of the "fidèles" within Lindbeck's mainline communities. 63 Once a truly representative sample of the "intrinsically" oriented believer is identified, it should be possible to reach an empirical "consensus" on specific doctrinal or moral issues.
The question to put to this sample of the "fidèles" is not how traditional teaching in Christology, Trinity, ecclesiology and so forth can be interpreted in modern categories. The goal is not to translate Nicea or Chalcedon. The question is "how contemporary Christians can do as well or better in maximizing the Jesus Christ of the biblical narrative as the way to the one God of whom the Bible speaks."
64 New answers to this perennial question can now be submitted to the judgment of the "fidèles" in a regular and systematic way. Just as in the past the Church's growing opposition to slavery, its Christological and trinitarian decrees, its rejection of Pelagianism, its acceptance of the possibility of infant baptism were finally subjected to the "consensus ecclesiae," so now we have the means of mobilizing this consensus on a regular basis. The responsibility of the theologian with reference, for example, to those who believe in the immortality of the soul, couched as it is in its outmoded mind-body dualism, is "to specify the circumstances, whether temporary or enduring, in which it applies." 65 In this view theological reflection becomes directly relevant to the praxis of the Church, and this application can be subjected to an identifiable "consensus ecclesiae." The importance of a known "consensus fidelium" on pressing issues in social justice, medical ethics, war and peace, and the like is readily apparent.
Allport's research program advances Lindbeck's rule-theory view with an empirically grounded method of reasonable (normative) doctrinal development. In this way the ground has been cleared for the debate between Yale and Chicago, between an ancillary and an egalitarian view of the role of other disciplines in doctrinal development. First, Lindbeck's intratextual position has either to drop Kuhn's paradigm model and look for an alternative to explain the formation of its "consensus ecclesiae" or to adopt Laudan's model. However, Laudan's admits to processes of extratextual validation. Second, psychology of religion seems better able 63 Since the "intrinsic" orientation to religion correlates more highly with some denominations, it might be necessary to correct for some sample bias introduced by basic denominational differences (see Donahue 400). One might use proportional sampling procedures or covary out these differences. See Jacob to identify the linguistically competent "fidèles" than Lindbeck's sample. If the consensus cannot rely on the general membership of the Church and must discriminate to find the linguistically competent believer, confessionalism must go beyond the language game of the confession to gain access to the believer. This thesis is borne out by an expansion of current research in "intrinsic-extrinsic" religion. Lindbeck, as we said above, is unable to identify the "fidèles" who can adjudicate the authenticity or attest to the truth of the doctrinal language game. Lindbeck thinks that the social sciences cannot be of any help, and, if they could, they would only support his thesis. This is not the case. The social sciences show that his attempt to restrict the "fidèles" to confessionalism is inadequate. Recent research in the psychology of religion reveals that the "fidèles" who are able to adjudicate turn out to be of a different class of "fidèles" than those identified by Lindbeck. This we will demonstrate from recent psychological research into neighborly love. Moreover, this research also displays the deficiency of Tracy's thesis. Incorporating the scientific, as understood by Laudan, within theology makes theology more than just demanding conversation.
EMPIRICAL RESEARCH AND THE DOCTRINE OF NEIGHBORLY LOVE
In the instance of the doctrine of neighborly love, this debate over the role of doctrine finds empirical expression in recent developments in the parallel debate in social psychology over pro-and antisocial behavior (prejudice and selfishness versus tolerance and altruism). C. D. Batson has argued that when Allport operationalized the "intrinsic" orientation in response to the finding that religion is positively associated with antisocial behavior, he limited his rich theoretical treatment to the dimension of single-mindedness. Thereby, he left out the complexity and tentativeness characteristic of dialectical theology. Batson operationalized these missing dimensions in his "Quest" (Q) scale. As a result, Batson came to differentiate between "intrinsic" and "quest" orientations. The scoring of the "intrinsic" and "quest" scales is so weighted that a high score on the "Orthodoxy" scale (this scale reads like the Apostles' Creed 66 ) tends to give a higher "intrinsic" but a lower "quest" rating. While the "intrinsic" orientation takes account of the "degree of devout adherence to religious beliefs and practices," the "quest" orientation concerns the "degree of open-minded, critical struggle with existential questions." The "quest" orientation to religion views doctrines as personal preferences in much the same way that the liberal position is characterized by Lindbeck. Batson confirms this interpretation. Those scoring high in the "quest" orientation, he says, are "not necessarily aligned with any formal religious institution or creed, they are continually raising ultimate 'whys,' both about the existing social structure and about the structure of life itself." 68 Unlike the "intrinsic" orientation for which loyalty is characterized by acceptance of the answers provided by doctrines and communal norms, 69 loyalty for the "quest" orientation subserves religious doubt, questioning, a growing sense of personal identity and of the tensions in one's world. 70 Batson's version of the "intrinsic" and "quest" orientation has led to a lively debate in the psychology of religion. This involves not only empirical problems but also major conceptual issues which Lindbeck has characterized as the paradigm clash between liberalism and confessionalism. Batson and his critics hold similarly opposed views of what constitutes religion. Batson claims that the Hebrew prophets were high on the "quest" orientation; Donahue replies that they were "a far cry from the identity-crisis picture that the Q scale presents." 71 He believes that Batson's claim that Allport's theory is broader than its operationalization in his "intrinsic" scale also misses the mark: "unlike the individual operating within a "quest" orientation, for whom doubts are almost a master motive, doubts for the mature religionist are, according to Allport, simply the fires in which belief is tempered."
72
This dispute need not end in a draw. Laudan's network model makes it possible for us to compare opposed paradigms at the level of their differing beliefs and values. As long as the consensus in empirical psychology holds at the levels of methods and facts, then it is possible to make reasonable choices at this third level. On the basis of methods and factual claims, we can alter core elements of confessionalism or liberalism. The history of science shows the implausibility of Kuhn's wholesale model of change and reveals a process of mutual adjustment and justification among all three levels. In academic psychology, the methodological norms and the criteria for what constitutes a fact are uncontroversial. Allport's and Batson's theories were both designed to explain the finding that religious people are more prejudiced and intolerant than nonreligious people. This permits a comparative choice. What is being assessed is not how one theory stands up against all possible rivals, but how it fares against extant rivals.
73 Moreover, according to Laudan, reasonable scientists do not attach the greatest probative weight to the problems which a theory was designed to solve. In the history of science the severest test has generally been common alternative problems. 74 The doctrine of neighborly love, expressed as altruism, has become just such a test for these opposed paradigms.
Applying Laudan's theory to the "intrinsic" and "quest" debate we arrive at interesting results. Since its inception in the 1950s, the common empirical problem for distinguishing orientation to religion has been proand antisocial attitudes and behavior, such as prejudice and discrimination. Thus in 1978 Batson connected "intrinsic" religion with social desirability to conclude that "intrinsic" religion does not lead to increased tolerance. 75 In response, Donahue cited a series of studies in which "intrinsic" religion and social desirability were not connected. He went on to argue that the "intrinsic" orientation is not Batson's "true believer" and to speculate that Batson's "quest" scale "might be characterized as an agnosticism scale." 76 This echoes Lindbeck's assertion that the private and inward religion of liberal "experimental expressivism" fosters an historicism which leads to relativism.
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What tells against an exclusive reliance on Lindbeck's intratextual view of doctrine is a group of Batson's studies. At a behavioral and situational level Batson found a clear correlation between "quest" and increased compassion rather than the appearance of compassion.
78 For example, in Batson's "Good Samaritan" experiment, the more devout, "intrinsically" oriented seminarians did not modify their preprogrammed response (for example, to take the needy target person in the experiment for coffee, to the infirmary, or to pray for his welfare) even when it did not meet the expressed needs of the recipient. In contrast, the more "quest" oriented were attuned to these needs. In another study, "intrinsically" oriented students reported themselves as significantly more helpful and concerned than their "quest" counterparts. In fact, the "intrinsically" oriented responded in the same way whether the recipients said they did or did not want the help. The helping of "quest" groups, however, correlated highly with the expressed needs. On the basis of these and other studies of compassion and prejudice Batson concluded that, in comparison to the "intrinsic" orientation, a "quest" orientation to religion not only reduces intolerance but also increases sensitivity to the needs of others.
79
We have argued that Lindbeck's authentic believers are characterized by the "intrinsic" orientation. But the finding that in ordinary life and language, people with a high "intrinsic" orientation are not as reliable judges of the acceptability of the consequences of doctrinal formulations (in this instance neighborly love and compassion) as those on the "quest" orientation argues against his position. Parallel research has shown that situational and social variables must be written into a normative account of such doctrines. Such variables include social constraint (e.g., the number of bystanders witnessing a person in distress affects the likelihood of an altruistic response from an individual) or social norms (e.g., role expectation) and, above all, the degree of situational empathy. We have reported elsewhere just such a research program. 80 In this way the concept of the believer will be enriched via association with several attributes of two different orders: personality (e.g., "extrinsic," "intrinsic," "quest") and situational. mature and differentiated religious orientations might agree with the "quest" scale items. This means that a certain level of "quest" possibly contributes to the "intrinsic" orientation and vice versa. 82 Casting the "fidèles" in terms of both the "intrinsic" and "quest" orientations and certain situational variables places the rule theory of doctrine and the "consensus fidelium" outside Lindbeck's confessional paradigm. Individuals high on the "intrinsic" orientation would be at home in confessionalism. But coupling the doubting "quest" orientation with the "intrinsic" true believer forces us out of a confessional paradigm into a dialectical or correlational paradigm. Lindbeck populates this paradigm only with "quest" straw men. This is the force of Tracy's and Gerrish's objection. Both claim that Lindbeck has drawn a caricature of liberalism 83 according to which doctrines are only public thematizations of private or prereflective experience (Batson's "quest" orientation) and not "accounts of a particular community's faith." 84 The correlational and dialectical theology of liberalism, with its continuous exchange between Bible and world, is at present most effectively operationalized in a dual "intrinsic" and "quest" orientation to religion. Selection of these "fidèles" results from liberalism's egalitarian commitment to church and society. For example, it interprets the doctrine of neighborly love in terms of the Bible story of the "Good Samaritan," "extrinsic," "intrinsic," "indiscriminately proreligious," and "quest" traits, and situational findings such as empathy in helping, drawn from the psychology of religion and social psychology respectively.
By examining the common, perennial, empirical and conceptual problems of pro-and antisocial attitudes, situations and behaviors, and social psychology, using generally accepted empirical methods in the psychology of religion we have been able to compare differing theological paradigms. Laudan's network model allowed us to turn the comparison into a critical 82 Donahue thinks that religion defined as an existential concern on the "quest" scale may be curvilinearly related to the "intrinsic" scale (Donahue 413). This is possible because the "extrinsic," "intrinsic," and "quest" orientations each define a dimension of religious orientation that is entirely independent of the other two. (These components are orthogonal, i.e. the correlations between each pair are zero.) Each subject has a score on each dimension. A subject could with equal probability score high on all three dimensions, low on all three, high on two and low on the other, and so on. It is, therefore, possible to type a subject by means of a differential score using all three scales ( But truth need not be understood as correspondence. Another option is possible in which doctrines can be envisaged as being simultaneously intratextual and referential. 96 Reference need not be predicated on an equivalency of meaning between discourse and reality, such as Laudan rightly rejected as realist and positivist. The reference of doctrines, as second-order language, is not an ostensive reference pointing to a state of affairs but is a prospective or heuristic reference. They do not describe the world as it is but as it could be. Doctrines project practical possibilities of life and of being in the world. Moreover, the position held here is applicable not only to the succession of theories within similar research programs; it also functions between disciplines. For instance, Lindbeck proposes to insert the language of grammatical rules into his understanding of doctrines. Valuable and constructive as this move is, it is inadequate. We called upon another discipline and argued that linguistic competence for doctrines is best seen in the manner of Allport's "intrinsic" orientation to religion. This introduction of the social sciences revealed the limitations of the intratextual confessional paradigm in comparison to the liberal one. The linguistic competence of the "quest" orientation revealed the linguistic incompetence of the "intrinsic" orientation left to itself.
Interdisciplinary use of competing research programs is indispensable in order to see pro-and antisocial behavior, doctrines, and religion in the most progressive way. In other words, these disciplines open up and discover in doctrines new possibilities of being religiously in the world. As rules and as heuristic figures doctrines offer normative specifications (Lindbeck) and redescriptions of Christian life. Lindbeck's focus on praxis 98 and psychology of religion's focus on outcome studies permit us to assess their progressive rationality and truth not as correspondence but in terms of realizability in accord with our evolving goals and values (Laudan).
Rational progress and truth are at the heart of the liberal enterprise. Its method is one of mutually critical correlations. On the one hand, there is an interpretation of the meaning and truth of the tradition such as we find in Lindbeck's codes and the "consensus fidelium" and in the hermeneutical analysis of how these codes become lived discourses. On the other hand, there is an interpretation of the meaning and truth of the contemporary situation. Both advance by means of the human and social sciences. However, we are able to do more than simply note identities, similarity-in-difference, or pure nonidentity, as Tracy proposes. Certain correlations can be shown to be, as we have seen, more rationally progressive and, therefore, to disclose more truth for the theological enterprise in terms of our goals and values. Some socialscience theories and some interpretations of doctrine offer us more authentic possibilities of life than others because they present us with a more accurate redescription of our present reality. By the inclusion of the disciplined theories, methods, goals, and values of the sciences the rationality and truth of theological discourse is empirically secured.
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